AD-A224 645

v FIG R

1V

N |

REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE

Form Approved
OMB No. 0704-0188

Publiic reporting burden for this coliection of information is estimated 10 dverage 1 hour per response, including the time tor reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources,
Jathering ana maintaining ' Me data needed. and completing and review ng the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this
Collection ot intarmation, i sluging suggestions for reducing this burden. 1o Washington Headquarters Services, Directorate for Information Operations and Reports, 1215 Jefferson
Davis Highway, Suite 1204, .rhington, VA 22202-4302. and to the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduction Project (0704-0188), Washington, DC 20503.

2. REPQRT DATE
1990

1. AGENCY USE ON.Y (Leave blank)

Thesis /P4

3. REPORT TYPE AND DATES COVERED
PERELSR

4. TITLE AND SUBTITLE

A METHODOLOGY FOR DETERMINIG CONSUMER ATTITUDES AND

BEHAVIOR AIR FORCE APPROPRIATED DINNING

. AUTHOR(S)

THERESE SYKES GAINES

5. FUNDING NUMBERS

. PERFORMING ORGAN!ZATION NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES)
AFIT Student at: Cornell University

8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION
REPORT NUMBER

AFIT/CI/CIA - 90-062

. SPONSORING/MONITORING AGENCY NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES)

AFIT/CI
Wright-Ptatterson AFB OH 45433

10. SPONSORING / MONITORING
AGENCY REPORT NUMBER

11. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

12a. DISTRIBUTION / AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

Approved for Public Release IAW AFR 190-1
Distribution Unlimited
ERNEST A. HAYGOOD, lst Lt, USAF

Executive Officer, Civilian Institution Programs

12b. DISTRIBUTION CODE

13. ABSTRACT (Maximum 200 words)

DTIC

ELECTE

AUGO

- B

1 1990

14. SUBJECT TERMS

15. NUMBER OF PAGES
138

16. PRICE CODE

17. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION |18, SECURITY CLASSIFICATION | 19. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION ] 20. LIMITATION OF ABSTRACT
OF REPORT OF THIS PAGE OF ABSTRACT
UNCLASSIFIED a4
NSN 7540657 -280-5500 . i U I8 3 Standard Form 298 (Rev 2-89)
AR ‘\ { C, A K;v:-sc’trl]?ﬂd by ANSI Std Z239-'8
P - ITRY,




A METHODOLOGY FOR DETERMINING CONSUMER
ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIOR:

AIR FORCE APPROPRIATED DINING

A Thesis
Presented to the Faculty of the Graduate School
of Cornell University
in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the Degree of

Master of Science

by
Therese Sykes Gaines

August 1990




© Therese Sykes Gaines 1990
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED




2

ABSTRACT

- * This study provides a survey-based methodology whereby Services
squadrons throughout the Air Force can identify the image of the food
service facilities at their base from the customers’ point of view. The
survey gathers customer reactions to the base’s facilities and the
popularity of the local food service competitors, measured by frequency of
patronage, dollars spent at each, and perceptions of the dining experience.j?‘f

By using this method, a Base Commander or a Services Squadron :"A/. s .

Fe

AR

Commander would gain insight into the perceptions of their customers
with the aim of using this information for decision making with two goals
inmind: increased customer satisfaction and increased patronage of their
facilities. Achieving these goals would result in airmen spending less
disposable income on food and would increase productivity through
better utilization of each food service facility.

A questionnaire was designed and tested to prove the validity of
the proposed method to survey customers and its ability to provide
information useful to the commanders for decision making. The
questionnaire was designed for administration at any Air Force base, and
a handbook of instruction has been provided so Air Force Services officers
can administer this survey and interpret the results for use in improving
decision making regarding their own dining facilities. The test of the

methodology was performed at Griffiss AFB, New York, (GAFB) by

| op ¢ 1 049




administering the questionnaires to a representative sample of the base’s
military dining facilities’ population.

The results of the study are:

(a) the methodology proved sound with few modifications,

(b) the analysis of questionnaire responses at GAFB provided
information necessary to improve decision making for the commanders
on that base, and

(c) the questionnaire and methodology is ready for a wider test
with the aim of releasing the handbook and questionnaire for use by the

Air Force worldwide.
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Chapter 1
Introduction to the Project

Problem Delinition

I belicve Air Force dining facility patrons perceive a declining quality
in their dining experience, resulting in dissatisfaction by the patrons and a
desire to dine elsewhere. During my past six years as an Air Force Services
officer, I have observed an increasing number of airmen (officers and ea-
listed) eating at places other than Air Force facilities. Further evidence of this
dissatisfaction is an apparent growing demand by dormitory residents to be
given BAS (Basic Allowance for Subsistence, a monetary allowance for food)
in lieu of SIK (Subsistence In Kind, meals instead of an allowance), with the
aim of being able to eat more often at other than an Air Force facility without
using increased amouants of disposable income. If the airmen’s perception of
declining quality is warranted, there is an even greater need for attention to
quality service at those dining facilities with “captive” patrons, e.g., alertand
remote facilities.

By implicitly encouraging airmen to spend money in less economical

places, Services squadrons ar~ doing things contrary to the Air Force’s
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Quality of Life philosophy. Every time airmen patronize a direct competitor,
they use disposable income to satisfy their taste preferences. This is espe-
cially true of enlisted airmen living in the dorms receiving SIK instead of
BAS. Their well-being is partially ensured by having three nutritious meals
a day provided as part of their compensation. Every time these airmen opt
to eat somewhere other than their dining facility, they not only use their
disposable income to dine butalso forego the SIK privilege for that meal. The
end result is they experience dissatisfaction with an important element of Air
Force life and receive a lower quality of life, evidenced by less spending
money at the end of the month and by poorer nutritional habits. This is not
only contrary to the Quality of Life agenda but also counter to the reason for
having dining privileges available to young airmen, namely: well fed,
healthy, combat-ready individuals able to endure the hardships of an armed
conflict.

A simultaneous concern on the part of the Air Force is the struggle to
make the best use of scarce resources. In line with this thinking, the
Department of Defense (DOD) has distributed a plan entitled FY 1991

Productivity Improvement Initiative. Its goal, as it impacts the Air Force’s
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food service planning, is “improve customer service while increasing pro-
ductivity—the ratio of meals served. . .to the food service labor cost...”
(Department of Defense Manual 1338.10M) A combination of identifying
customer preferences and reacting positively to these can aid in attaining that
goal by increasing patronage of each facility during the same number of

operaling hours.

Background

The Air Force’s Quality of Life philosophy has long advocated giving
their personnel a better life through means other than those controlled by
law—such as pay, promotions, and bonuses. The premise behind improving
theairman’s quality of lifelies in the assumption that if basic wants and needs
of Air Force personnel are satisfied, this will have a positive impact on force
readiness. Air Force personnel can rightfully expect more from base services
than from civilian counterparts since more is expected from military person-
nel. Taking care of many of these basic wants and needs is the responsibility
of those in the Services career field. If these people aren’t keeping pace with
trends their customers find important, their customers choose to do business

with competitors who meet these needs.
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The reason for homing in on appropriated dining facilities is in keep-
ing with General Ahearn’s (Director of Engineering and Services at Head-
quarters, USAF at the Pentagon) emphasis on Quality and Customer Service
in the Engincering and Services career fields. His motto has become “set [us]
up for success.” The success of any organization lies in its people and a large
part of taking care of people is ensuring that at least their basic needs are
provided for. Major elements are food and lodging.

Housing for single enlisted airmen is dictated. However, food service
is flexible in that SIK and BAS are controlled by individual squadron
commanders in accordance with established regulations, the facilities’ opera-
tions are controlled locally, and airmen can choose when and where to dine.
This is why this study focuses on this controllable aspect of a quality life for
Air Force personnel.

Literature Scarch

Before beginning the primary research, prominent secondary sources
were reviewed to find out what other types of studies have been done in this
arena. Several studies have been done by a few select groups with particular

aims in mind, but none which touched directly on the issue of satisfaction




with an Air Force dining facility measured by dining and spending patterns
between thatfacility and alocal competitor. These various secondary sources
are outlined briefly below, with the impact they had on the direction of this
study and the contribution they made to the questionnaire.

An Air Force survey existed as an appendix to an Air Force food
service regulation which dealt with facility specific feedback. (AF Pamphlet
146-5, Atch 2) However, it was very lengthy, was designed for use by the
facility manager (with no real guidance on how to use it or what to do with
results), and had been discontinued due to lack of “usefulness” (lack of use).
It wasreviewed and was shown to have noinput for this study except toshow
pitfalls to avoid in questionnaire design.

The National Restaurant Association (NRA) has published various
studies which often deal with consumer preference toward specific types of
food, forexample, toward ethnic foods. Many of these surveys were too food-
type specific for the purpose of this study. However, a 1982 survey dealing
with consumer attitudes and behavior contains a list of attributes that con-

sumers find important when choosing a place to dine and another list which
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asks respondents why they eat out rather than at home. (NRA, How Con-

sumers Make the Decision to Eat Out) Theselists were used as a starting point
for generating the questionnaire for this study and the survey was used as a
general guideline for how to structure and report on such a survey. The NRA
used telephone interviews and open-ended questions. These methods were
not adopted.

Another set of studies reviewed were the Air Force Quality of Life
Surveys and Final Reports. (Air Force Military Personnel Center, 1982, 1986)
These documents were similar to the NRA studies in that they included the
questionnaire and the report of the results. Though the questions used were
far too general for determining any useful data on customer satisfaction with
base dining facilities, they were useful in showing how the Air Force
structures a survey in order to use computer-scanned answer sheets.

In trying to determine frequency of dining out and eating/ preference
patterns, the 1987 Consumer Reports on Eating Share Trends (CREST) study
wasreviewed. Thestrength of this compilation of data liesin identifying how
different groups of people behave based on specific demographic profiles,

such as, race, sex, education, annual household income, marital status, size
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of household, and region of the country. These profiles are then used to
define the percentage of meals eaten outin various categories of restaurants.
It also, like some of the NRA consumer behavior surveys, examines buying
preferences for specific menu items and specific behaviors on holidays, for
example. That portion of the CREST reports behavior but does not look for
motivation behind that behavior or seek to determine satisfaction with their
experience. Therefore, that input was discounted for this study, since to
adequately cover these same subjects in the Air Force study would require
performing cross-tabulations, making it unusable for the normal base Serv-
ices officer. Also, the purpose of this portion of the CREST is to show how
consumers behave so businesses can target specific groups to coax into
purchase behaviors. This is not the case with the Air Force dining facilities,
which have to be “all things to all people”. The section of the CREST which
deals with customer motivations was used to supplement the list from the
NRA survey on why consumers eat out. (CREST, pp. 213-222)

Another body of material reviewed was compiled by researchers at
the U.S. Army Natick Research and Development Laboratories. Many of

these reports deal with surveys addressing nutritional concerns and some
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deal with consumer preferences. Though none of the information was used
as such for the questionnaires developed for this study, they offered addi-

tional insight into questionnaire development and reporting for Army and
Air Force use.

Lastly, to determine whether this study could in fact produce informa-
tion that could be used to increase productivity, the manual governing Air
Force dining hall manning needed to be part of this literature review. The
information sought was located in the Air Force Pamphlet 146-5, which
explains Air Force Manpower Standards and requirements based on total
meals served. (pp. 10-12)

This being the case, in order to increase productivity at any one dining
facility, meals served need to be increased to the maximum number possible
without increasing manning, since the two are interrelated. It was deter-
mined that useful information could be obtained from the questionnaire
which would help a commander attract more airmen to the dining facilities,
thereby making optimal use of the facility by smoothing out fluctuations.

Other pertinent information for development of the questionnaire

was obtained from the focus groups conducted at the test base and from the
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researcher’s own background. Additional ideas came from the academic
advisors for this paper.

The reasons for choosing this study are both personal and profes-
sional. As a graduate student funded by the Air Force, I felt a need to study
something of direct use to the Air Force. In my own experiences with Air
Force dining facilities, with personnel who had worked in several, and with
customers of these varied facilities, three problem areas seemed to consis-
tently be the topic of conversation. The first area was dissatisfied customers,
second was poorly laid out facilities, and last was problems with food service
contractors. I had no dealings with the last issue per se and the second
problem meant probable funding requirements to renovate existing facili-
ties, which is not feasible at this time due to Department of Defense spending
cuts. However, I was familiar with the first problem area and felt I could offer
some assistance tocommanders with responsibility for these facilities and the
personnel assigned to them by initiating this study.

Purpose of Project

The aim of this study is to provide a methodology and an instrument

for identifying factors that result in customer satisfaction and dissatisfaction
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with Air Force dining facilities. It seeks to outline a method which can be
followed, which includes administration of a facility-specific customer
satisfaction questionnaire, and which will identify perceived quality prob-
lems at Air Force dining facilities that lead airmen to choose competitors
more often. The end goal of the study is to give commanders a tool to make
better informed decisions about how to improve their personnel’s quality of
life. The methodology advocated by this study is intended to be a blueprint
to be used by various bases or by the Headquarters, Air Force Engineering
and Services Center (AFESC).

This study provides three main things to the Air Force:

(1) a step-by-step process by which an Air Force Services Commander
can conduct a survey of his/her customers without having a research back
ground,

(2) a questionnaire

(a) that helps identify where their dining facilities fall short of satisfy-
ing customer needs on and around each installation, and

(b) that canbe used as a tool to measure areas of improvement through

repeated testing, and
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(3) a presentation format and some thoughts on how to use this
information for improving customer satisfaction.

As a result of actions taken based on analysis of survey responses,
individual installation commanders should achieve the following goals:
1. Increase the airmen’s overall level of satisfaction with dining facilities.
These are mecasured by satisfaction in the three food service attributes respon
dents rate as most important and in their perception of a facility’s strengths
and weaknesses.
2. Increase SIK recipients patronage of dining facilities. This yields two
results. First, airmen’s quality of life is improved by increased disposable
income (the amount of money saved varies based on responses of how much
money they spend at other eateries) and improved nutritional habits. Sec-
ondly, increased use of Air Force dining facilities can directly impact produc-
tivity while lowering costs by maximizing use of labor and equipmentin food
production.

Acting on information obtained from analysis of survey results, Serv-
ices squadron commanders can turn their dining facilities into a consistently

quality offering. When seen vis-a-vis the equivalent civilian sector, the Air
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Force dining facilities should be perceived as the better value for the price,
since military dining facilities are non-profit and prices reflect no profit
margin.

As the survey is administered at other Air Force bases and responses
analyzed in a larger contest, MAJCOM:s should be able to:
1. Identify the most productive use of scarce resources toward improving
satisfaction with each Services organization by having a simple and near-
immediate way to assess elements of the dining experience that satisfy or
dissatisfy patrons.
2. Use this institutionalized tool for measuring value or quality of service
provided and its influence on productivity, as currently tracked through
monthly and annual reports submitted to each MAJCOM headquarters.
3. Report survey results, reaccomplished every few years, to higher
headquarters to show successful trends in improving Air Force personnel’s
quality of life through demonstrated increased satisfaction in dining, increased
use of Air Force dining facilities, and decreased use of (and less money spent
at) local competitors. Creatively advertising these trends could help enhance

recruitment over the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps, especially important
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with an all-volunteer defense force, which emphasizes the need for “quality
versus quantity” recruitment.

Global problem areas, identified as a result of the survey being ad-
ministered at several bases, can be dealt with on a short- or long-term basis,
dictated by the nature of the problem identified—food, service, or facility.
Food or service problems uncovered can be handled both locally and glob-
ally. Though the Air Force Worldwide Menu would not be revised based on
this study, dining halls can use the latitude they have to locally revise menu
offerings under increased guidance by AFESC, which would be responsible
for keeping up with civilian trends and for sharing knowledge among other
bases. Facility problems unearthed can be addressed by AFESC, Services
programming offices at the Pentagon, and at various Major Command
(MAJCOM) headquarters for better allocation of decreasing resources for
future fiscal buying cycles. These various programming offices can identify
future building and renovation programs to correct facilities problems, en-
suring the most effective use of scarce resources.

If civilian and military tastes in eating establishments are similar,

especially among those who have only recently left civilian life, then asimple,
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consistent method is nceded to identify factors appealing to military person-
nel in the same ways that civilian food service authorities advocate. Failure
to do so and act on findings will likely result in a continuation of the trend
by military personnel to patronize civilian facilities more often than military
facilities due to unidentified or unsatisfied needs of the individual airman.
This is why attributes borrowed from the NRA study are used as a bench-
mark to measure similarity between responses of airmen and civilians to
similar questions. By establishing a trend toward keeping pace with pre-
ferred civilian food service alternatives, the Air Force will ensure a consis-
tently quality offering in their dining facilities which are a significant part of

airmen’s lives and a definite player in how they manage their finances.




Chapter 2
Methodology

Conducting the Research

The research design chosen was a combination of exploratory and
descriptive. Initially, a literature search had to be conducted to determine
what other similar studies existed and whether they could be applied to this
problem. When it was determined that a questionnaire had to be designed
to identify the areas of concern to the Air Force, a questionnaire that would
be descriptive in nature, additional exploratory work had to be undertaken.
The researcher needed to discover what attributes represent quality to
airmen or their civilian counterparts in a dining facility and which of these
attributes Air Force dining facilities do and do not satisfy. Much of this was
done via expanded literature searches and trips to various Air Force bases
as wellasassimilating theresearcher’s pastexperiences and those of other Air
Force employees and customers. Finally, since an effort was to be made to
identify local competitors to the testbase’s dining facilities, two focus groups

were conducted at GAFB to identify the main competitors for each meal

15
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period. This research resulted in a questionnaire which would render
frequency distributions to answers in the various areas of concern.

The Air Force has established research methods utilized through the
Personnel Survey Branch (HQ AFMPC/DPMYOS) at the Air Force Military
Personnel Center at Randolph AFB, Texas. This office governs the admini-

stering of any survey to Air Force personnel and approval must be secured
from them prior to conducting a survey. The methodology used in this study
had to conform to their standard operating procedures to arrive at the
simplest and most effective methods for practical and probable future Air
Force use. Therefore, data collection procedures, sampling procedures, and
analysis techniques are in keeping with standard Air Force procedures to
allow ease of duplication of this study at any Air Force base.

This study included a test run of the survey at Griffiss Air Force Base,

New York (GAFB) to test the effectiveness of the methodology and the
questionnaire, and it was administered within these Air Force operating
procedures. GAFB was a logical choice due to its proximity to the researcher

:nd since it is assumed to be a representative Air Force base.
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Study results are based on primary data collected from the admini-
stration of the questionnaire at a base. The Air Force procedures for survey
administration do not allow either for open-ended questions or for responses
directly on a survey instrument. It makes processing time of responses too
time-consuming and too expensive. Therefore, to adequately test the
methodology for administering the survey, it was administered at GAFB
within the current guidelines, using close-ended multiple-choice questions
with computer scannable answer sheets. The Personnel Survey Branch
approved the questionnaires after slight formatting revisions.

A probability sampling procedure known as stratified sampling was
used toselect the questionnairerecipients. This procedureinvolves dividing
the parent population (all authorized users of AirForcedining facilities)into
mutually exclusive and exhaustive subsets, and then choosing a simple
random sample independently from each subset or group. At GAFB these
groups were defined as: airmen receiving SIK, most of whom live in base
dormitories; airmen receiving BAS, most of whom live somewhere other
than the dorms and who generally have a different demographic profile;

airmen and officers dining in alert facilities; and airmen and officers dining
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from flight line facilities. The first two groups were to receive the main ques-
tionnaire dealing with satisfaction issues at GAFB’s Main Dining Facility.
Thelatter two were to be sent questionnaires designed for thealertand flight
line facilities, respectively. A random selection was then made within each
group.

The sample size from each group was determined based on the 20
percentresponse ratereceived from a pretestof the questionnaire (discussed
in the following section). The actual computation of the number of question-

naires to be distributed to each group was performed by the Personnel
Survey Branch, as would be the case for any approved base survey. Their
computation was based on the number of elements in each subset, as deter-
mined by the Consolidated Base Personnel Office (CBPO) at GAFB. In
selecting each sample, costs of administering and processing the surveys was
a factor for the Air Force. Therefore, the minimum sample size was selected
that would yield enough responses to be able to analyze each facility sur-
veyed (in keeping with the response rate obtained from the pretest).
The result was five hundred and ninety persons were selected to

represent GAFB’s military population of over 4,000. Thirty-two percent of
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the questionnaires went to officers and enlisted personnel assigned to an
Alert Facility (90 percent officers), 24 percent were sent to enlisted and
officers assigned to duty at or near the flight line (96 percent enlisted), and
the remaining 44 percent were sent to enlisted personnel who did not fit one
of the former categories.

This sampling procedure produced some minor weaknesses. A few
of the respondents were on temporary assignment away from the base and
a few had been permanently reassigned to another duty station or had
separated from the service. These numbers were known, however, due to
the procedure of returning tothesender any base mail addressed to personnel
falling in these categories. At GAFB these returns were prompt because of
the advertising that preceded the survey. The numbers were so low as to not
affect the response rate and no attempt was made to backfill these with other
sampling elements.

The only sampling frame that might be better than the base CBPO, as
far as being more up to date at the time the sample is taken, is the Accounting
and Finance Center at Lowry Air Force Base, Colorado. However, their

response time is much slower than the local CBPO and the sample would
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likely resull in the same few discrepancies due to the transient nature of the
Air Force community. Lowry would be more exact in the matter of SIK and
BAS recipients, since this is a payroll matter and not a personnel one.
However, locating these airmen based on their address (dormitory or other)
is believed to be accurate enough, since regulations require bases to give SIK
to the overwhelming majority of dorm residents.

Believed to be a vital element of obtaining a good response rate is
command support, since it is not clear what other type of incentive can be
used for active duty military members. Support, coordination, and encour-
agement by the Base Commander and the various squadron commanders is
the least that is required in the form of cover letters, ad vertisements, various
base agencies support and disseminating information and questionnaires in
atimely, concerned manner. At GAFB, all those items mentioned were used.

An Air Force Survey Control Number was added to each front page

and the appropriate number of questionnaires assembled for mailing, includ-
ing the Base Commander’s cover letter and a self-addressed return envelope.

The questionnaire was distributed through the mail rather than using phone
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or face-to-face interviews in order for the study to be easily copied at any Air
Force installation.

The Air Force's policies governing surveys require maintaining ano-
nymity, privacy, and confidentiality. Therefore, identifying profiles of non-
respondents is a difficult task for this study. Since the samples used were
randomly generated, the assumption is made that the names selected are
representative of the various groups of interest at GAFB. Specific demo-
graphic questions were included in the questionnaires to help identify the
respondents for later comparison to the sample group, to help determine the
impact of non-respondent bias on the results. No other attempt was made
to deal with non-respondent bias since HQ AFMPC/DPMYOS does not use

follow-up techniques, such as subsequent mailings or non-respondent re-

sponse cards.

For the purpose of validating this study, only frequency distributions
were used in analyzing the responses to the questionnaires, since that will be
the normal procedure when this survey is run at another base. No complex
statistical analyses were performed. Instead, the researcher sought to iden-

tify trends and patterns of behavior among the personnel at GAFB that could
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explain the various satisfaction levels recorded and which could positively
influence the commanders’ decision-making process.

The methodology to be followed in order to replicate this study is
found in an instructional handbook for the Air Force (see Appendix). This
contains a step-by-step checklist and package for administering the survey
and analyzing and reporting the results at future test bases.

The handbook also contains a time table for administration of the
survey from start to finish, listed as maximum expected times. The times are
listed as though discreet and represent the time elapsed from initiation to
completion of each activity, but many of these activities can be performed
concurrently, significantly reducing overall time. This timetable is still ten-

tativesinceitis based on the primary researcher’s experience with the survey,
which included support by many outside agencies (the researcher was not
assigned to any base at the time this research was accomplished). When the
survey is administered at another base, the timetable will be able to reflect

base-level time frames more accurately.
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Questionnaire Development and Administration

A good questionnaireis one that can be understood by the respondent
and that therespondentis ableand willing toanswer. The goal of developing
the questionnaire, was to accomplish those tasks while gaining insight into
the main goals of this research. The intent was to be able to identify three
attributes most important to airmen in selecting a place to dine, how often
they eat out and how much they spend, how satisfied they are with their

Air Force dining facility, and its major strengths and weaknesses, in their
opinion.

In designing this questionnaire, it was necessary to determine exactly
which groups of questions would identify those issues causing dissatisfac-
tion to the airmen using the facilities and which items needed changing in
order to increase satisfaction and patronage. Not knowing exactly what
these would be, the researcher included questions that seemed common
sense reasons for satisfaction for an active-duty member as well as questions

that centered around items normally thought of as customer satisfaction
factors, such as food quality, service, and pricing issues. Therefore, the

questionnaire was designed to be in-depth enough to cover a wide spectrum
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of concerns, expecting the most significant to surface with tiic responses. It
was also designed to be generic enough to be used at any base, without the
initial researcher having knowledge of that particular base.

Using the attributes from the NRA study as a starting point, the
researcher began development of the questionnaire, first including abso-
lutely every item of interest, and finally culling the questionnaire down to
one containing questions which would highlight the most pertinent issues.
In this way the questionnaire changed from roughly 450 questions to ap-
proximately 150. Much of this was done by consolidating questions and
grouping them according to the different day parts on both duty and off-
duty days.

When the questionnaireappeared complete, theresearcher conducted
two focus groups at GAFB to ensure pertinent concerns were covered in the
questionnaires and toidentify major competitors to Air Force dining facilities
at GAFB. Any other information appearing in the questionnaires and any
modifications to theabovementioned inputs weredrawn from theresearcher’s
own experiences and observations as a Food Service Officer and a patron of

base dining facilities.
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Because of the diversity of the various groups of interest and due to
different feeding characteristics and policies of the various facilities patron-
ized, a main questionnaire was developed (for the main dining facility) and
then subsequent questionnaires were devised. These are based on the main
one and address the particular needs of and opportunities available for each
group sampled as well as address specific characteristics of each food service
facility.

A pretest of the main questionnaire was administered to 30 randomly
selected individuals to determine how well the questionnaire solicits desired
data and the usefulness of the responses. The respondents were asked to
write on the form if they had any comments concerning the questions
themselves or about the study in general. Approximately a 20 percent
response rate was achieved.

Based on the results of the pretest, slight modifications were made to
the questionnaire. The field edit showed that questions involving the cost to
eat out had been omitted in the consolidation of the various questions,
makingitimpossible to arrive at any conclusions in the area of expenditures,

akey area for this research. Most other comments were positive, applauding
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the attemptbeing made. A few respondents felt the questions wererepetitive

(i.e., the duty and off-duty categories ask identical questions but explore
different patterns) but the results showed a need for both off-duty and duty
time frames, since the answers showed different spending patterns and
different rationale behind behaviors. There were no comments stating they
did not understand the questions.

The general format of the main questionnaire follows. The questions
address particular areas of concern or themes which can be used to identify
areas of satisfaction or dissatisfaction in which a commander can take action
to strengthen or improve these perceptions. The majority of questions are
asked twice. The first set deals with behavior and perceptions on a normal
duty day and the second set deals with off-duty behavior and perceptions.

The first area of concern is dining patterns. In this area the questions
seek to determine who the major competitors are (Questions 1-8) and how
often airmen choose a competitor instead of an Air Forcedining facility when
they dine away from their quarters (Questions 11-22) and what, if any, poor

nutritional habits show up in these patterns. The next item to be able to
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determineis the cost to airmen of eating away from their quarters (Questions
9 and 10 and 26-41).

The next theme covered is relative importance of particular attributes
in selecting a place to dine when eating out and how well a particular Air
Force dining facility satisfies these attributes (Questions 42-89). Another
item of interest is why people eat out instead of at their quarters (Questions
90-105).

A final area of concern is theimportance of certain facility and person-
nel issues and then how well a specific Air Force dining facility satisfies these
and other facility specific customer services (Questions 106-124). The re-
maining questions are demographic in nature and are to help gain insight

into possible reasons behind answers to the above questions.




Chapter 3
Results
A sound methodology was developed for determining customer
perceptions about a specific Air Force dining facility, for identifying quality
differences between base dining facilities and local competitors, and for
presenting an instrument that any base can use to pinpoint these areas of
concern for their Jocale. There is no reason to suspect GAFB is not a repre-
sentative Air Forcebase, since the profiles of the personnel at each base fairly
well mirror the Air Force personnel demographic profile atlarge. Since the
methodology for conducting the survey worked at GAFB, it should work Air
Force wide. However, this study should be considered the first of at least a
few tests, to ensure any Services officer can easily administer the survey and
analyze and report the results without having a research background.

A handbook of instruction was assembled whereby other Services
officers throughout the Air Force can follow this method to administer the
questionnaires and interpret the results for improved decision-making re-
garding their dining facilities. The handbook will be available for use Air

Force wide through AFESC after final tests are conducted. The handbook

28
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gives specificinstructions on how to conduct focus groups locally (to identify
names of local competitors to the dining facilities), how to select a sample for
their base populus, how to administer the questionnaires (attached to the
handbook), how to process the responses, how to analyze/evaluate those
results, and how to present the results of their analyses in a visual format.
This includes stating what trends the numbers may represent as well as
listing some possible decision responses by the organization.

The questionnaires developed are able to satisfy the main objectives of
this study. The survey results support the original thesis put forth by tne
rescarcher: Air Force personnel are dissatisfied with the quality of base
dining facilities and eat more often at competitors’ sites or skip a meal
altogether (dependent on day part).

The specific results, outlined in Chapter 4, show how analysis of the
frequeniies of response to each question are sufficient to identify significant
satisfaction and d.issatisfaction factors for each facility. The analysis identi-

fies major competitors for each meal period for each facility, how often
airmen choose a competitor over an Air Force dining facility, and how much

they spend when they eat out. The analysis reveals definite dining patterns
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and reasons behind these. The questionnaires are also very helpful in
identifying racility-specific strengths and weaknesses in food quality, serv-
ice, customer relations, and facility issues.

Mostreasons identified for these various behaviors are tied directly to
issues under the direction of the Services squadron commander and the food
service officer and within their power to change. Some larger issues are
under the auspices of the base commander, another important reason to
have command support from the outset.

The field edit of the full study at GAFB pointed up some weaknesses
in the questionnaire design, but most are minor. Any comments about the
questionnaire itself were made in the Comments section at the end of the
instrument. However, these were few, for example, one or two respondents
still felt the questions werea bitrepetitive. Most weaknesses were discovered
by reviewing the answer sheets before sending them out for scanning. Very
few questions were shown to be unclear, redundant or unnecessary, and
these have been modified or removed (see Chapter 5).

The majority of comments made were directed (o the food service

officer and dealt more specifically with food items desired, exact meal times
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requested, and specific individuals who had made positive impressions on
the respondents. One or two simply expressed a desire to eat somewhere
“un-military” or less institutionalized.

The only major shortcoming had to do with the demographic section
on the Air Force answer sheet. There are spaces tofill in rank, sex, race, year
of birth, total active federal military service, MAJCOM, -\’ miscellaneous
information (input specified by instructions). In the GAFB study, this poten-
tially useful demographicinformation was lost, based on assumptions made
by the researcher that all respondents would understand the demographic

abbreviations on the answer sheet and that they would automatically fill out
that part of the form. Very few of the respondents completed any of this
sectioni, though many filled in their rank and sex. However, since not all
respondents offered this information, it was not included in the scan of the
questionnaires done by HQ AFMPC/DPMYOS. Also, the answer sheets
were retained by that office, so it was impossible to even hand-tabulate this
information. Due to this, it was possible to only make assumptions about
respondents based on profiles for each group, e.g., whether the majority of

the respondents were officers or enlisted personnel and how that might have
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affected their answers. However, no factual correlations could be made
among gradations within each group, i.e., whether senior and junior officers

or enlisted felt the same way about the same issues or to the same degree.




Chapter 4
Analysis of Survey (GAFB) and Implications

A total of 136 questionnaires wererelurned (3 unusable) for an overall
response rate of 23.1 percent. The questionnaire response timing was good,
with nearly two-thirds of the responses being returned within the first three
of the eight days allowed for response. (See Figure 4.1)

Results from the GAFB survey were aggregated into the main themes
affecting customer satisfaction addressed by the survey. The results show
levels of satisfaction with aspects of Air Force dining that can be identified
and which are under the control of local commanders. Significant findings
from analysis of the main dining facility questionnaire administered at
GAFB i§ discussed below. The results of the analyses of the other two ques-
tionnaires and the script accompanying these results for the presentation to
the base commander at GAFB is Attachment 12 to the Appendix.

Certain dining patterns were identified. Of all the meals that respon-
dents to the main dining facility questionnaire eat away from their quarters,
60 percentare eaten ata competitor’s facility. (Figure4.2) The major competi-

tors to the main dining facility are Army and Air Force Exchange Service
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TOTAL MEALS EATEN AWAY FROM QUARTERS
MAIN DINING FACILITY RESPONDENTS

39.87X

MAIN DINING FACILITY

60.13%

COMPETITORS

MAIN COMPETITORS AAFES, MCDONALD'S, MAYFLOWER, PONDEROS

Figure 4.2 Main Dining Facility respondents eating pattern: of total meals
eaten out.
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(AAFES) facilities on base, and McDonald'’s, the Mayflower (a Chinese

restaurant) and Ponderosa Steak House off base.

Respondents also show a propensity to skip breakfast more often on
a duty than on an off-duty day; on a duty day 31 percent skip breakfast
whereas on a day off, only 28 percent say they skip this meal. Though this
is a small additional percentage skipping breakfast (3 percent), it could
become a problem; the same gap for flight line respondents is 12 percent.
(Figure 4.3)

To dine at a competitor instead of the main dining facility at GAFB
costs the average airman over 100 percent more per meal. (Table 4.1) If an
airman eats at the main dining facility, the cost is covered by SIK for those
receiving this benefit. If an airman being paid BAS (approximately $6.80 per
day) eats at the dining facility, the food allowance could cover the cost of
three meals. However, if a competitor is chosen, it costs a BAS recipient two
times as much to eat out, causing a use of disposable income in addition to
the food allowance to cover costs. If SIK recipients choose a competitor, the

expense is even greater, since they have no allowance to offset the expense

and they also forego the meal privilege at the dining facility for that meal.
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Figure 4.3 Main Dining Facility Respondents eating pattern: percentage
who skip breakfast meals, duty versus off-duty days.
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Table 4.1 Average expenditures per meal for respondents at Griffiss Air
Force Base: appropriated fund facilities versus competitors.

AVERAGE EXPENDITURES PER MEAL*

DINING FACILITY COMPETITOR**
MAIN $2.21 $4.51
ALERT $1.78 $4.98
FLIGHT $2.59 $5.30

* Computed assuming all 28 meals are eaten (B,L,D,MM)

** INCLUDES tax and tip as a part of the cost of eating out
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The most important attributes in selecting a place to dine when eating
out are food quality (two to one over any others), price and nutrition. The
overall satisfaction level with the main dining facility in satisfying these and
other attributes is 74 percentona duty day and 79 percent off duty. (Table 4.%)
Though the satisfaction level is decent, most Air Force facilities try for an 85
percent acceptability by patrons in areas of interest, so an improvement is
needed. Theresults from the facility specific questions give some insight into
where problems lie and where improvements can be made.
The nextexhibit (Table 4.3) shows a comparison between why respon-
dents eat out rather than at their quarters for each meal and why they eat at
the main dining facility for each meal. Theresults show that the main reason
for eating out is for the enjoyment of it, but that the main reason for eating
at the dining facility is to save time or for convenience. This "to save time"
answer identifies the facility as placed among fast food places in the custom-
ers’ minds, whenin factits menu and ambiance are more representative of an
atmosphere cafeteria or a family restaurant.
Table 4.4 shows that cleanliness is important to 98 percent of the

respondents and that they rate the main dining facility fairly high in that
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Table 4.2 Overall satisfaction levels and most important attributes for
selecting a place to eat out, once the decision to eat out has been
made: Main Dining Facility Respondents.

MAIN DINING FACILITY RESPONDENTS

DUTY OFF-DUTY
OVERALL
SATISFACTION 74% 79%
LEVEL
MOST FOOD QUALITY FOOD QUALITY
IMPORTANT PRICE PRICE

ATTRIBUTES NUTRITION NUTRITION
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Table 4.3 Reasons for eating out instead of at their quarters: Main Dining
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Facility respondents.

REASONS FOR EATING OUT

MAIN DINING FACILITY RESPONDENTS

DUTY DAY
BREAKFAST:
LUNCH:
DINNER:

OFF-DUTY DAY
BREAKFAST:
LUNCH:

DINNER:

WHY EATOUT  WHY THIS FACILITY

LIKE TO EAT OUT
SAVE TIME
LIKE TO EAT OUT

LIKE TO EAT OUT
LIKE TO EAT OUT

LIKE TO EAT OUT

SAVE TIME

SAVE TIME

CONVENIENT
LOCATION

SAVE TIME
CONVENIENT
LOCATION
SAVE TIME/
CONVENIENT
LOCATION
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area. They don’t rate the facility as particularly efficient and may have to
wait in line a long time, depending on the meal period. Friendliness of
personnel is important to 92 percent of the respondents yet the main dining
facility did not rate well in this area either. A problem common to all three
facilities in the eyes of the airmen responding to these questionnaires is poor
food quality. At the main dining facility food quality issues achieve a less
than 50 percent satisfaction level. Lastly, the dinner operating hours do not
seem to satisfy the respondents’ needs.

Some recommendations to the GAFB base commander are shown
below. The recommendations are only that. However, they demonstrate
that all of the problems noted are controllable on a near-immediate basis by
thecommandersand are grounds for action toimprove customer satisfaction.

Theoverall satisfaction level with the facility is above 70%. Generally,
the facilities and the employees received fairly positive ratings. However,
there is a stronger tendency for personnel to skip breakfast on a duty day
than they would on an off-duty day. This is counter to good nutritional

habits and could adversely affect personnel’s job performance. Thisisanarea

thatshould beaddressed and could beimproved through command support.
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Table 4.4 Strengths and Weaknesses of Main Dining Facility: Main Dining
Facility respondents.

FACILITY STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES

MAIN DINING FACILITY (MDF) RATINGS

CLEANLINESS:  IMPORTANCE 98%
MDF HAS CLEAN SERVING LINE 77% AGREE, 4% DISAGREE*
MDF HAS CLEAN SEATING AREA  87% AGREE, 6% DISAGREE

FRIENDLINESS: IMPORTANCE 92%
MDF PERSONNEL ARE FRIENDLY 60% AGREE, 12% DISAGREE
ATMOSPHERE IS WARM AND FRIENDLY 44% AGREE,
19% DISAGREE

FOOD QUALITY IS MOST IMPORTANT ATTRIBUTE BUT
MDF HAS FRESH FOOD 46% AGREE, 25% DISAGREE
FOOD IS SERVED AT RIGHT TEMPERATURE 33% AGREE,
33% DISAGREE

MDF IS EFFICIENT: 60% AGREE, 14% DISAGREE
USU. HAVE TO WAIT IN LINE LONG TIME = 27% AGREE,
35% DISAGREE

OPERATING HOURS ARE SUITED TO CUSTOMERS' NEEDS FOR:

BREAKFAST 75% AGREE, 23% DISAGREE
LUNCH 65% AGREE, 15% DISAGREE
DINNER 49% AGREE, 26% DISAGREE
MIDNIGHT MEAL 30% AGREE, 11% DISAGREE

* Percentages add to 100% if those responding "Neither agree or disagree"
are included.
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Since McDonald’s and Burger King tend to be key breakfast competitors,
perhaps the base menu board can recommend foods that might enable
customers to have breakfast more often, and more cheaply than off base.
This could even be supplied by a nonappropriated fund base facility
providing delivery to the work site, for example. Since Ponderosa and
Mayflower arekey evening competitors, the base could consider the possibility
of steak nights, theme or ethric food nights, and food bar/buffet type meals
occasionally.

The simple weighted average cost is $2.21 per meal to eat at an Air
Force dining facility, with simple averages ranging from $1.00 to $5.00. The
simple weighted average cost is $4.51 a meal to eat at a competitor, with
simple averages ranging from $2.89 to $7.15. (Figure 4.4) Considering the
airmen at GAFB eat at competitors 30 to 46 percent more often than atan Air
Force dining facility, theamountof money possible tosaveis significant. The
commander can publish theresults of this study and show how personnel can

save more money (and how much) by choosing Air Force dining facilities
y y g g

over the competition.
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AVERAGE EXPENDITURES/MEAL
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Figure 4.4 Average Expenditures for Main Dining Facility respondents:
Main Dining Facility versus competitors.
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The dining hall did not rate strongly in food quality (the most impor-

tant attribute), warmth of the dining atmosphere, or efficiency. A major
strength, and an important one to the respondents, is the cleanliness of the
facility. That being the case, even though cleanliness remains of paramount
importance, more training and supervisory time can be spent on stressing
the importance of food presentation and proper cooking and holding tech-

niques.

Also, this base could consider doing a small queuing study to deter-
mine how long their customers actually have to wait in line, and, if it’s an
unreasonable length of time under the circumstances, what to do to improve
the situation. This is especially important since the majority of airmen dine
there to save time but the reverse seems to be the case. This means they must
dine there mainly because of its location and their time constraints. If they
become dissatisfied enough with the service and the food quality, more and
more airmen are likely to dine elsewhere even more frequently than they do
now or will skip more meals if they can’t afford to eat elsewhere.

Lastly, the respondents are less than satisfied with dinner dining

hours, which was mentioned in the focus groups conducted at the start of this
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study and is the reason for this group of questions’ inclusion in the survey.
Apparently respondents think the facility closes too early for them to eat at
what they consider a normal, adult meal time. Though it could involve
contract negotiations or a change in military cooks’ shifts, the commanders

could consider lengthening dinner hours on a trial basis for amonth or so and
track whether usage increases, decreases, or remains unchanged. They can
then decide if the effect on that extra percentage of customers warrants a
permanent operational change.

An overall recommendation to the commanders was to advertise to
patrons what is currently happening, what the future plans are and why. It
shows a concern for the airmen and shows their input to this survey made
adifference. The commanders have been advised to actively solicit customer
input and installation of a “hot line” (330-FOOD) was recommended to
allow customers to call in suggestions, compliments or problems
anonymously to a recording machine.

Another recommendation was to educate patrons, ina fun way, about
how the dining facilities operate: how food is handled, what quality of food

is specified, how, when and why leftovers are disposed of, and what proper
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serving temperatures are and why. It was aven recommended the com-
mander consider posting proper temperatures and having thermometers
visible to the customers, soliciting their input if they see a “danger zone”
temperature registered.
The results of this study are specific to GAFB and are not intended to

be applied toward any other base’s activities. However, GAFB was a
random choice and yet supported the thesis precipitating this study.
Therefore, similar overall findings might be expected at other bases, such as
those dealing with important attributes and reasons for dining out, though
facility-specific results will differ, just as they did among the three facilities
surveyed at GAFB. Administration of the questionnaires and analysis of the
results renders the information needed to compile a briefing for the base
commander at the next testbas _imilar to Attachment 12 to the Appendix

of this paper.




Chapter 5
Conclusions and Recommendations
The methodology tested by this study provides a way to identify
major areas affecting customer satisfaction with Air Force dining facilities
and a way to measure levels of satisfaction in these areas on arecurring basis.
By administering the questionnaires, commanders get current information
they can use to better satisfy airmen’s wants and needs, resulting ina higher
quality of life for their personnel and a higher level of productivity in their
dining facilities due to increased patronage.
The instructional handbook allows for further testing of the method-
ology and the questionnaires, to ensure similar satisfactory information can
be gained at any Air Force base worldwide. However, since there was a
problem obtaining the extensivedemographicinformation desired for better
comparison between respondents and non-respondents, the issue of non-
respondent bias should remain a concern for the next one or two test bases.
There should be an attempt to ascertain if there is a significant difference in
demographic profiles between therespondents and non-respondents. There

was not a significant difference between respondents and non-respondents
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at GAI'B, except that singles were underrepresented by 15 percent in the
group responding to the main dining facility questionnaire. This is expected
because of the low response from SIK recipients, who are mostly single
persons residing in the base dormitories. Although the similarity in profiles
does not eliminate the possibility that there exists a difference in attitude
between respondents and non-respondents, itis a fairly safe assumption that
since their demographic profiles are so similar, their responses would have
likely reflected similar views overall. However, this is still an assumption.
Since the lack of demographic information was probably due to a lack of
instructions, an instruction sheet is now used as a cover sheet for the ques-
tionnaires.

If future surveys reveal no difference between respondents and non-
respondents or if the reasons behind the differences are predictable, no
changes should be made to the methodology. Since the aim of the method-
ology is to identify trends and patterns of behavior, rather than statistically
significantnumbers, the Air Force will have to decide whether non-response
is an issue they will choose to be concerned with. Generally, the Air Force

Personnel Survey Branch acknowledges that non-response bias exists, but
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they don’t see non-response as a significant shortcoming in their current
studies. Much of this is due to tive constant, predictable, enumerable demo-
graphic characteristics across their personnel base.

Once the study is released for Air Force wide use, Services officers will
trust the methodology has been proven valid and reliable. They will assume
the initial research will have adequately compensated for any significant
biases and will expect results obtained from the survey to be sufficiently
dependable and usable to the extent advocated in this report.

Minor changes have been made to the questionnaires based on the
ficld edit and analysis of the frequencies. Some respondents answered the
question on whether or not they would prefer BAS to SIK, even though they
had been instructed to skip that question if they already received BAS. That
question now has an extra reminder to leave it blank if the respondent
currently receives BAS. One group of questions which asked how often
airmen eat at their quarters or skip a meal proved to be confusing but had no
negative effect on the data showing dining out frequency. It was shown to

be superfluous and has been omitted. Some choices of important attributes

were either not chosen or only picked once or twice. However, they are
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rerely part of a list and deleting them would in no real way shorten the
questionnaire, so they have been left in. A group of questions dealing with
the effect of religious beliefs or food allergies to dining behavior proved
unnccessary, possibly due to the physical and medical screening process
that recruits undergo and possibly due to pressure (internal or external) to
conform. These questions havealsobeen omitted. The GAFB questionnaires
contained proper names of facilities on that base printed on the question-
naire. The names have been changed to generic equivalents.
The major shortcoming of the study was thelow responserate among

SIK recipients and lack of a means to identify reasons behind that low
response, other than intuition. The result of using advertising ahead of the
survey was only a 3 percent overall increase in response rate over that
obtained from the pretest. However, thatis when the answers are seen as an
aggregate. The response for SIK recipients was much lower than the other
groups. (Figure 5.1) The overall response rate was 27.8 percent, if the SIK
respondents are removed from the analysis. The actual response rates
ranged from 23 percent to 38 percent, with the SIK response rate being a low

4 percent from the group answering the main dining facility questionnaire,
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Figure 5.1 Questionnaire response rate for each group sampled.
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and 7.6 percent for all SIK recipients answering any of the three question--
naires.

Except for SIK recipients, the response rates are satisfactory and no
change is nceded in the methodology except to actively pursue additional
creative approaches to advertising, targeting this specific group. The best
insight into how to coax SIK recipients into responding can probably be
obtained from the people who successfully attract this same target market on
each base. Likely organizations are the Army and Air Force Exchange
Service (AAFES) and the Morale, Welfare, and Recreation (MWR) Office,
which operate the clubs and variousretail facilities on base. Whatever tactics
and form of media that best work on each particular installation should be
utilized in addition to the advertising used in the GAFB study to ensure SIK
recipients sce enough value in the survey to participate in it.

Though this low response rate by SIK recipients does not negate the
results obtained from the study or the responses to the main questionnaire,
it makes it impossible to make any pertinent conclusions about SIK recipi-

ents’ opinions based on the low numbers. With a greater response, issues of

more interest to SIK recipients and dormitory residents, mostly first-term
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airmen, could have been better addressed. Obtaining thisadded information
could aid in retention of personnel and in identifying more ways to increase
utilization of the dining facilities. Pushing for a higher response rate by SIK
recipients in the future should alleviate this shortcoming.

Another shortcoming, inherent in the tool itself, is the use of a totally
objective questionnaire, which loses the richness of response achievable
through an open-ended questionnaire. However, the latter remains un-

wieldy for the Air Force and is not feasible within current guidelines.

It was assumed, at the outset of this study, that resonses to certain
questions would be similar for both airmen and their civilian counterparts.
Indeed, certain response areas from the GAFB study mirror results of
similar consumer behavior surveys administered by the NRA to civilians.
Some of these similarities are quoted below:

No matter what type of restaurant, the quality of the food served is the
single most important factor considered when selecting a restaurant
to visit. (NRA, p. 20) Convenientlocation, fast service and convenient
parking are other important attributes in choosing a fast food
restaurant... Atmosphere, nutritional food and menu variety are other
important attributes consumers look for when choosing a family
restaurant...Consumers consider atmosphere, menu variety and
nutrition to be important attributes when choosing an upscale or
atmosphere restaurant. (NRA, p. 12)

The primary reasons for eating at fast food places have to do with
convenience and lack of time... Thirty-seven percent said they eat at
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fast food restaurants because of lack of time and 13.1 percent said it
was convenient...People will not normally go to a fast food restaurant
for aspecial occasion...or when they wanta “nightout”. Many people
probably perceive their meals at a fast food restaurant as necessary
eating out occasions. Celebrating a special occasion or lack of time are
the primary reasons for eating at a family restaurant....Celebrating a
special occasion or enjoying a night out are the primary reasons for
dining at atmosphere restaurants....On the other hand, convenience
factors have little bearing on selecting an atmosphere restaurant.
(NRA, p. 13)

If future studies continue to track with NRA consumer behavior
responses, the questionnaires could possibly be scaled back to include only
those questions which focus on each specific facility and the patrons’ satis-
factio. level with those. The shorler questionnaires might also encourage a
higher response rate. However, multiple surveys would have to be admini-
stered at various bases worldwide before that would become a recommenda-
tion.

The NRA study deals with responses as they refer to fast food, family,
and upscalerestaurants. The same convenient delineations don’t exist from
the Air Force Dining Facility study since each dining facility tends to contain
both a family and a fast food element. The NRA study defines family
restaurants as serving a wide variety of food (a valid description of Air Force

dining facililies) and fast food restaurants as ones which serve a very limited
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menu. However, the majority of respondents to this survey patronize Air
Force dining facilities to save time, the most common reason for choosing
fast food facilities. (NRA, p. 28) This implies a need to better define the
mission of the Air Force dinirg facilities both operationally and in the
airmen’s minds.

There is no need to perform more in-depth demographic analyses
except in the case of the non-respondent issue. The main reason is that the
Air Force does not use the information to attract the customer who meets a
set demographic profile. Instead, Air Force dining facilities have to be “all
things to all people”, trying to satisfy the wants and needs of a broad
spectrum of people, all of whom are authorized diners and all of whom the
Services Squadron Commander would like to attract to his/her facilities.
Therefore, the most important uses of these data for Air Force Services
commanders are identifying what satisfies and dissatisfies their customers,
and whether there is something unique to that group that requires different
operational taclics. Each base can then address these issues in context and
track changes in levels of satisfaction in those areas in which action is taken

by the commanders. The commanders can administer portions of the
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existing questionnaires as follow-up, by extracting those elements on which
action was taken, to measure the effectiveness of those actions.

Another group believed tobe of import for this type of study [notused
for this study, but important to identify for future ones] is airmen assigned
toremotesites. This group would use the same questionnaire administered
to alert crews since the same element of both officers and enlisted as captive
dinersapplics, thoughinaslightly differentratio than alertfacility personnel.

These, then, are the conclusions and recommendations based on this
study. The overall conclusion is the thesis is valid and the methodology
proposed for this study works. It should be retestedto confirm: (1) its ability
to gain useful insights into customer satisfaction with Air Force dining
facilities and (2) its ability to give information useful to commanders to
improve their airmen’s quality of life and increase productivity at the facility

level.
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PURPOSE OF IHANDBOOK

This handbook is to explain to you, the Food Service officer or Services
Squadron Commander, how toset up and administer the Consumer Attitude
and Behavior Survey for your appropriated dining facilities. It gives specific
instructions on how to conduct focus groups locally (only to identify names
of local competitors to the dining facilities), how to select a sample for your
base populus, how to administer the questionnaire(s), how to process the
responses, how to analyze/evaluate those results, and how to present the
results of your analysis in a visual format.

PURPOSE OF THE SURVEY

This survey is designed to help you gain insight into how your
customers perceive the quality of your service offering and how they per-
ceive the offerings of your competitors, and why. The goal of administering
the questionnaire(s) to your base is threefold:

1. toobtaininformation to help you make decisions about what, if any,
changes you could make in your dining facility to better satisfy your custom-
ers,

2. to help make the best use of your facility by identifying how to
increase its use by authorized patrons, and

3. to help you keep more money in your patrons’ pockets by encour-
aging them to dine with you more often. Of particular concern in this
category are our airmen on SIK since every time they eat elsewhere, they not
only forego their meal privilege for that meal, but they have to use their
discrelionary income to dine as well. This is a Quality of Life issue that needs
to be addressed and this survey is one way to help.

The questionnaire(s), when completed, will provide data which tell
you how your actual or potential customers perceive their dining experience
at your facililies or how they perceive your operations, if they’ve never eaten
there.

This is concrete information that can be presented to superiors for
funding and/or command emphasis based on the demonstrated needs,
wants, and behavior trends of personnel assigned to your base who dine (or
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are authorized todine) at 